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Abstract 
Objectives. This research seeks to understand the internal and external determinants of state 
level diffusion for lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender, and queer or questioning (LGBTQ) 
nondiscrimination policy for both youth and adults involved with the child welfare system. 
Methods. I utilized a pooled event history analysis (PEHA) to understand the determinants of 
diffusion. This allows me to understand multiple, rarely adopted policies in a single model. 
Results. This study found internal determinants to be significant in the adoption of these 
policies. Results also demonstrated that the content of policy in the same area could have 
different determinants. Conclusions. Future policy research should consider these results when 
designing future studies and advocates wishing to expand LGBTQ rights could use this as a 
starting point in their advocacy work.  
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Problem Statement 
Children enter the child welfare system when child protective services (CPS) and the 
court have determined that the home is no longer safe because of the risk of child abuse or 
neglect.1 The Child Abuse Prevention and Treatment Act (CAPTA) defines this as in any recent 
act or failure to act on the part of a parent or caregiver, which results in death, serious physical 
or emotional harm, sexual abuse or exploitation; or an act, or failure to act, which presents an 
imminent risk of serious harms.2 CAPTA provides federal guidance on the definition of child 
abuse and neglect, also known as child maltreatment, but each state then defines abuse and 
neglect in its own statutes and policies while child welfare agencies determine an appropriate 
response.2 The primary goals of child welfare systems include protecting children from harm, 
preserving existing family units, and to promote children’s development.3 Protecting children 
from harm includes delivering services that are preventative, non-punitive, and aimed at parent 
rehabilitation.3 Preserving existing family units includes family of origin or relative families, as 
appropriate.3 This focus on permanency means that reuniting with a child’s family of origin is the 
first priority. Permanency can also be achieved through placing a child in the least restrictive 
placement possible, with siblings, minimal placement disruptions, and with a timely resolution 
of their legal status when reunification is not possible.3  
The number of children in foster care has recently risen after a historic low in 2012.1 In 
the 2018 federal fiscal year (FFY), 3.5 million children received either an investigation or an 
alternative response from CPS.2 An alternative response, includes focusing on a family’s need 
when the risk for abuse or neglect is low.2 Data from the Administration on Children and 
Families show that in 2018 16.8% of children that received a response of from CPS were 
classified as victims who had substantiated claims, while the remaining families received an 
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alternative response or were not determined to be victims.2 This means that for 2018 there 
were 678,000 children who experienced child maltreatment, a rate of 9.2 victims per 1,000 
children.2 At the end of the 2018 federal fiscal year, there were 437,283 children in foster care.4 
Lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender, and queer or questioning (LGBTQ) youth are 
disproportionately overrepresented in the foster care system and evidence shows that they face 
myriad barriers once involved when compared to heterosexual youth.5 LGBTQ young people 
enter the child welfare system for many of the same reasons that non-LGBTQ youth do, such as 
abuse, neglect, and parental substance misuse while also facing rejection or mistreatment 
because of their sexual orientation, gender identity, or gender expression.6 Evidence suggests 
that once in foster care or an out-of-home placement LGB youth are more likely to experience 
maltreatment when compared to their heterosexual peers.7 Youth report receiving fewer 
services and more placements, feeling unsafe in their placements, being placed in restrictive 
settings, and are less likely to be reunified with their family of origin or adopted.5 This is in sharp 
contrast to the goals of the child welfare system. Each of these experiences can lead to a lack of 
permanency increasing the risk of homelessness and poor health outcomes across the life 
course, including higher rates of post-traumatic stress, suicidal ideation, and violent 
victimization.7,8  
A qualitative study on foster parents’ perspectives on LGB youth in child welfare system 
demonstrates that these youth experience discrimination and unsafe placements after entering 
the system. Foster parents reported a lack of understanding of what it means to identify as LGB 
and share stereotypes as belief statements.8 Of the seven parents that reported having an 
openly gay child in their home, six requested that the child be removed from their homes due to 
behaviors surrounding their sexual orientation.8 Evidence suggests that youth report fearing to 
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express their sexual orientation, gender identity, or gender expression while in out-of-home 
care.9 This provides context to the environment that LGBTQ foster youth are often living in.  
Prospective parents, who identify as LGBTQ, also face a number of barriers when interacting 
with the system. A 2011 survey for 158 lesbian and gay adoptive parents found that nearly half 
experienced bias from a child welfare worker or birth parent.10 When prospective parents face 
challenges during the adoption or foster care process, placement may be delayed, or breakdown 
all together.11 Children who experience disrupted or failed placements may also be at risk for 
negative consequences such as disruptions in relationships with caregivers and changes in their 
community, which may lead to negative psychological outcomes.11 
Structural barriers facing adoptive, foster, and foster-to-adopt parents come from the 
legal and child welfare systems. Challenges from the legal system for prospective adoptive 
parents include the lack of recognition as the child’s legal guardian.12 Same-sex prospective 
parents face an additional level of scrutiny should they come into contact with a homophobic 
authority figure, undermining the sense of control over the process of adoption.12 LGBTQ 
prospective parents also named legal forms of discrimination based on sexual orientation and 
gender identity.11 This includes having to pay for a second home study, if same-sex couples are 
not allowed to adopt together.11 Agency discrimination manifested in the form of home studies 
that undermine the possibility of being seen as a stable or appropriate parent and refusing work 
with the same-sex prospective parents.11 
In 1992 New Jersey became the first state to pass non-discrimination protections for 
lesbian, gay, and bisexual youth in the foster system and LGB adults seeking to foster or adopt.13 
The first policies to pass protecting gender identity were in Rhode Island in 2001.13,14 Laws and 
policies that protect LGBTQ youth and adults from discrimination when interacting with the 
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child welfare system are a “patchwork” from state to state.6 Due to this patchwork of 
protection, LGBTQ youth and adults face harassment and discrimination specific to their identity 
when interacting with the child welfare system. Each year, approximately 20,000 youth aged out 
of the U.S. foster care system, meaning that they were neither reunified with their family of 
origin nor adopted.10 The exact number of LGBTQ youth who are aging out is unknown, as there 
is no national data, or state level data tracking the sexual orientation or gender identity of youth 
aging out of the foster system. However, we know that LGBTQ youth are less likely to be 
adopted or achieve permanency, meaning they will likely age out of the foster care system.15 
LGBTQ parents and youth often have their adoptions or foster placements disrupted because of 
the discrimination and barriers faced in dealing with the system.    
Literature Review 
Experiences in Child Welfare. There is extensive literature on the disparity between 
LGBTQ identified youth and their heterosexual and cisgender counterparts in the child welfare 
system. This disparity includes being 2.5 times as likely to experience foster care placement 
when compared to heterosexual youth.5 The foster care system was intended to serve as a safe 
place for young people when their families of origin are not, however the system often 
replicates the discrimination faced by LGBTQ young people.16 Studies using data from the 
National Survey of Child and Adolescent Well-Being II estimates that approximately 15.5% of 
children in out-of-home care identify as lesbian, gay, or bisexual and 61.8% of these LGB 
identified youth are youth of color.9 LGB youth are at an increased risk for disrupted 
placements, multiple placements, or placements in congregate care facilities and therefore are 
less likely to experience permanency.5,9 An important note is that LGB youth are more than 
twice as likely to be removed from a placement as their heterosexual peers at the request of a 
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foster family or caregiver.9 As many as 25% of LGBTQ youth exit care without ever achieving 
permanency, drastically increasing their risk for homelessness.9 
A growing body of literature seeks to document the experiences of LGBTQ youth in 
foster care. Research has demonstrated that entering the child welfare system seems to only 
create more conflict and instability for LGBTQ youth.17 Caretakers often hold LGBTQ youth to 
double standards and blame them for harassment they experience while in care.17 The literature 
explores the impact of an accepting foster family, as well. When placed with families that 
acknowledge and accept their identities LGBTQ foster youth feel empowered and liberated, 
fostering resilience in these young people.17 
Even fewer researchers seek to understand the experience of transgender and gender 
non-conforming (GNC) youth in foster care. Only one study, to this author’s knowledge, does 
this. The qualitative study was based in Los Angeles County and stated that youth who are 
transgender and gender non-conforming had difficulty accessing medical care, were placed in 
congregate care facilities that did not align with their identity.18 These youth also experience 
mistreatment ranging from microaggressions to misgendering, and harassment by peers, foster 
parents, and workers.18 Transgender and GNC youth had nearly twice as many placements 
compared to cisgender youth.18 Institutional policies that relied on residential placements based 
on sex assigned at birth were factors that interfered with housing stability and ultimately 
permanency for those youth, even after they have aged out of foster care.18 While the results of 
qualitative research are not generalizable, they allow researchers to hear from those with lived 
experience and provide context to the numbers that quantitative research produces. Research 
has also shown child welfare workers report that they understand and agree that the child 
welfare system is not safe for LGBTQ youth, while ignoring homophobic and transphobic 
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harassment and then later blaming youth for being “too overt.”16 This demonstrates that many 
of these experiences tem from structural inequity.  
As of 2017, there were approximately 443,000 children in foster care nationwide with 
more than 50,000 children adopted through the United States child welfare system each year.10 
However, it is estimated that about 20,000 youth age out of foster care every year without 
achieving permanency.10 Same-sex parents are more likely to adopt older children, children with 
special healthcare needs, when compared to different-sex parents.10 These two groups of 
children have been demonstrated to be the least likely to be adopted.10 Studies have found that 
same-sex couples raising children are 7 times as likely to be raising a foster child and are 7 times 
more likely to be raising an adopted child than their different-sex counterparts.10 
Same-sex parents face legal challenges and barriers from social services and the birth 
family when navigating the child welfare system. From the legal system prospective parents may 
be in a state with religious exemption laws, which allow state-funded child placing agencies to 
refuse to play children with qualified foster parents based on religious beliefs.10 Additional legal 
challenges may include having biased judges when determining if same-sex parent can adopt a 
child.12 A lack of support services, disorganization and poor communication are challenges that 
all foster parents face, but same-sex foster parents face additional scrutiny and concerns for 
placement security due to discrimination.12 When same-sex couples adopt from the child 
welfare system they may also face unique challenges with respect to the family of origin.12 Some 
LGBTQ couples report having to hide their identity from birth parents and thus struggle with 
feelings of misrepresentation.12 These challenges at various levels experienced by LGBTQ foster 
parents may ultimately disrupt the adoption or placement process leading to immense stress 
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and negative psychological outcomes.12 This demonstrates that LGBTQ adults are also 
experiencing discrimination on the basis of sexual orientation and gender identity.  
Policy Diffusion. Literature discussing LGBTQ experiences in child welfare often makes 
recommendations for best practices and policy, which often includes the adoption of 
nondiscrimination statutes. Literature often discusses the diffusion of LGBTQ nondiscrimination 
policy and discusses the failure to address the significant differences in what state level policy 
covers.19 Some of this work includes the analysis conducted by Taylor, et. al. who sought to 
understand the determinants of nondiscrimination policy in education, credit, healthcare, 
insurance, public employment, public accommodations, and real estate, addressing this gap.19 
They found that insurance protection had political determinants when compared to the other 
policies, there was less adoption of education policy, and that no state passed transgender 
protections without passing sexual orientation protections.19 
LGBTQ youth who have faced trauma and maltreatment from home are subjected to a foster 
system that does not meet their needs and subjects them to further maltreatment and 
discrimination.6 The child welfare arena is yet another system in which LGBTQ adults are subject 
to discrimination. Literature repeatedly recommends the adoption of nondiscrimination laws 
and policies to protect LGBTQ youth and parents. However, to this author’s knowledge, there 
has been no literature that focuses on the determinants for these policies. This paper seeks to 
fill that gap.      
Study Question and Hypothesis 
Current Policy Landscape. In the United States there are 39 states that have a statute, 
regulation, and/or agency policy in place that prohibits discrimination against youth based on 
sexual orientation and 31 that have protections for youth based on gender identity.13 All 31 
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states that protect youth based on gender identity also have policies protecting sexual 
orientation.13 Twenty-nine states have nondiscrimination policies that protect adoptive parents 
based on sexual orientation with 25 of them also protecting parents based on gender identity.13 
Nondiscrimination policies that protect foster parents based on sexual orientation are in 31 
states.13 Twenty-four of these states have protections encompassing gender identity as well.13 
There are no states that have gender identity protections without also protecting sexual 
orientation. Figure 1 depicts the number of states with each nondiscrimination policy. Virginia 
repealed their nondiscrimination protections in 2012 while Michigan’s are in limbo awaiting final 
court preceedings.13 Twenty-one states have broad religious exemption laws and 12 have child 
welfare specific religious exemption laws, allowing states to refuse to provide services to LGBTQ 
youth and adults.20 Eight states have both a broad and a targeted religious exemption.20 There 
are 16 states with nondiscrimination protections as well as some form of religious exemption 
policy.13,20 Nebraska had their religious exemption law repealed in 2017.20 Three states are 
completely silent on LGBTQ rights in child welfare.13,20 Appendix A summarizes when 
nondiscrimination and religious exemption policies passed in each state. 
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Nondiscrimination Protections. Nondiscrimination policies are intended to prohibit 
discrimination of specified characteristics, in this case on the basis of sexual orientation, gender 
identity, and/or gender expression.21 Policy feedback literature demonstrates policies contribute 
to behaviors and how people are viewed in society and play a role in eradicating or legitimizing 
stereotypes, stigma, and discrimination.22 In a study that examined if nondiscrimination policies 
send a message of protection and lessened stigma, the authors found that LGB individuals who 
lived in a state with nondiscrimination policies reported more positive, supportive environments 
and less minority stress.21 The enumeration of sexual orientation, gender identity, and gender 
expression is essential in these policies. The strength of an enumerated law or policy is that it 
underscores that every person is protected but also those that research has shown are more 
likely to be involved in child welfare and to experience additional harm from the system.23 
Research in school settings has shown that enumeration is protective for LGBTQ youth and this 
logic applies to LGBTQ individuals involved in the child welfare system.21,23 
The rise in children entering the child welfare system, the overrepresentation of LGBTQ 
youth, and the lack of nondiscrimination protections for LGBTQ youth and adults involved with 
the child welfare system is a significant public health issue. Minority Stress Theory demonstrates 
the toll that discrimination can take on marginalized individuals. The premise of Minority Stress 
Theory is that prejudice and stigma directed toward LGBT people brings unique stressors and 
these stressors cause adverse health outcomes. 24 Stressors can lead to an increased risk of 
depression, anxiety, substance use disorders, suicide, and physical health outcomes that are 
responsive to stress such as asthma.24 However, minority stress is unique, chronic, and socially 
based.25 The unique aspect is because marginalized populations experience minority stress in 
addition to general stressors experienced by everyone.25 Minority stress is related to “relatively 
stable underlying social and cultural structures” and “stems from social processes, institutions, 
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and structures beyond the individual” making it both chronic and socially based, respectively.25 
For LGBTQ individuals this stress is associated with experiences of discrimination, anticipated 
rejection or prejudice, and disclosure of identity.21 
It is important to note that LGBTQ community is diverse and not all LGBTQ individuals 
experience minority stress in the same way. Many studies focusing on minority stress in the 
LGBTQ community focus on lesbian, gay, or bisexual individuals. However, transgender and 
genderqueer individuals experience more harassment, sexual abuse, and report higher rates of 
anxiety, depression, and psychological distress than their cisgender peers.26 Genderqueer is 
being used here as an umbrella term for myriad nonbinary identities, meaning that an individual 
identifies as “neither discretely male nor female in the traditional conceptualization of 
gender.”26 Research has shown that genderqueer individuals often experience higher rates of 
negative health consequences when compared to their transgender peers whose identities may 
align more with the gender binary (e.g. transgender male and transgender female).26 This 
underscores that genderqueer individuals experience minority stress differently than 
transgender men and women and their cisgender peers.26 LGBTQ people of color (POC) 
experience an added layer of minority stress due to their racial or ethnic identities as well.27 
Studies have shown that Black sexual minority men reported the highest level of racial-ethnic 
stigma in LGBTQ spaces, while White sexual minority men reported the least, and Asian and 
Hispanic sexual minority men falling in the middle.27 LGBT POC face racism in multiple setting in 
addition to heterosexism and cisgenderism, reporting that they face stress related to 
negotiating their marginalized identities in various spaces.27 Understanding that people of 
different identities, even in one community, face different experiences highlight the importance 
of enumeration of sexual orientation, gender identity, and gender expression alongside 
protected categories such as race.  
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In the child welfare system, this stress often looks like rejections, concealing one’s 
identity to receive services, and lack of placement stability. Social workers and other services 
providers that reject LGBTQ youth from receiving supports services leaves them vulnerable to 
homelessness.15,28 Forcing a youth to conceal their identity may look like not allowing a 
transgender person to dress in accordance with their gender identity or telling them they need 
to be silent about their identity in order to receive services.28 LGBTQ youth are more likely to 
experience placement instability compared to their non-LGBTQ peers.5 Placement instability is 
associated with increased mental health costs and a higher risk of negative behavioral 
outcomes.29,30 Studies have found that post traumatic stress there is an increase risk for 
placement instability for a youth in out-of-home placements.31 
In addition to stress experienced in the child welfare system, sexual minority youth are 
report experiencing abuse or neglect than their heterosexual peers.32 Those who experience 
adverse childhood events are at risk for poor outcomes related to emotional, physical, and 
behavioral health including receiving a diagnosis of post-traumatic stress, depression, and 
anxiety.32 Those who experienced child maltreatment are three times more likely to experience 
suicidal ideation in early adulthood when compared to their peers who did not experience 
abuse or neglect.32 However, it is important to make clear that experiences of childhood 
maltreatment and their association with negative health outcomes are not deterministic. 
Childhood maltreatment increases the odds of negative outcomes but does not determine that 
this will be the case for every individual.  
Religious Exemptions. In contrast, religious exemptions are policies that have a negative 
effect on LGBTQ individuals who interact with the child welfare system. Religious exemptions 
can be either broad, such as a Religious Freedom Restoration Act (RFRA), or targeted to the child 
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welfare system specifically. A RFRA is intended to protect the religious freedom of religious 
minorities but is often used to seek exemptions from state laws that burden religious beliefs.20 A 
targeted child welfare religious exemption allows child placing agencies to refuse services to 
children and families if doing so conflicts with their religious exemptions, including LGBTQ youth 
and same-sex couples.20 In a child welfare context, these religious exemption laws are often a 
vehicle for anxiety about sexual deviance and attempts to shape the sexual orientation and 
gender identity of youth, rooted in a long-standing history of seeing homosexuality as a mental 
disorder and the criminalization of LGBTQ people.28 From 1952 to 1972 the American Psychiatric 
Association (APA) included homosexuality in the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental 
Disorders (DSM), informing the outlook that agencies, such as child welfare, should interfere in 
the family life of LGBTQ youth and use psychological techniques to change their sexual 
orientation and gender identity.28 The criminalization of LGBTQ people had a negative effect on 
prospective foster and adoptive parents as well. It created barriers to parental recognition for 
lesbians and gay men making it impossible for them to openly foster to adopt.28 Judges often 
embraced stereotypes that LGBTQ adults were sexual predators, denying them the ability to 
become foster or adoptive parents, often relying on sodomy statutes to declare prospective 
parents unfit.28   
As attitudes shifted and court rulings struck down the criminalization consensual “homosexual 
conduct” between adults religious organizations began to raise objections, stating that the laws 
would force foster parents to support behaviors that were expressly against their religious 
beliefs.28 Religious exemptions have gained traction, especially as child welfare agencies 
increasingly rely on private faith-based organization to provide services. For example, 
Mississippi is a state that has both nondiscrimination protections for youth and a child welfare 
religious exemption policy as they have increasingly relied on private agencies to provide 
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services to children in CPS custody due to a shortage of foster families.28 Many states are 
experiencing shortages in foster families, much of this due to the Opioid epidemic.10 States have 
been unable to keep up with the demand placed on the child welfare system, leading to more 
children aging out of foster care rather than finding permanency through reunification, 
guardianship or adoption.10 The shortage is even more concerning for LGBTQ youth as they are 
often harder to place in foster homes and with adoptive families when compared to non-LGBTQ 
youth.28 Religious exemptions mean that there are fewer families for child placing agencies.10 If 
child welfare systems can find adoptive families for just 1,000 children, roughly $280 million 
dollars would be saved over eight years.10 LGBTQ inclusive nondiscrimination policies in child 
welfare can alleviate much of this burden.10 
Research Question. This research aims to explore the determinants and diffusion of 
LGBTQ nondiscrimination policies for youth and adults in child welfare to understand why these 
protections exist in certain states but not in others. Policy diffusion is the process that this paper 
will explore to answer this question. This is the process through which a policy spreads across 
different jurisdictions over time.33 A large portion of policy diffusion literature focuses on 
morality politics. Morality policies are not technical or complex but they involve sharp clashes 
over fundamental values.34 These policies are often salient and divisive issues, with at least one 
side framed in terms of morality, sin, or values.34,35 LGBTQ policy falls under the umbrella of 
morality politics. Policy adoption is driven by both internal and external factors, but often in 
morality policy the internal factors are decisive.19  
Internal determinants of policy diffusion include political, economic, or social 
characteristics that are internal to that jurisdiction.33 LGBTQ policy is driven by two classes of 
internal determinants, political and social.19 Variables that are often associated with LGBTQ 
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rights include citizen ideology and the makeup of state legislatures.19,34 Citizen ideology has 
been demonstrated to be an important factor in assessing the diffusion of morality policy.36 
Democratic control of the legislature is associated with the passage of LGBTQ rights policy.19,37 
Pro-LGBTQ rights policies are more likely to be passed in liberal states than conservative 
ones.19,38 Another example of an internal determinant is the rate of Evangelicals. This has been 
shown to be negatively correlated with the passage of LGBTQ rights policy.19,39–41 The prior 
passage of LGBTQ nondiscrimination policy is also expected to be associated with the adoption 
of additional nondiscrimination policy.19 
H1 (Citizen Ideology Hypothesis): Liberal citizen ideology will be significantly, positively 
associated with the adoption of LGBTQ nondiscrimination policy in child welfare 
H2 (Democratic Control Hypothesis): Democratic control of the state legislature will be 
significantly, positively associated with the adoption of LGBTQ nondiscrimination policy in child 
welfare 
H3 (Percent Party Hypothesis): A high percentage of Democrats in the state legislature will be 
significantly, positively associated with the adoption of LGBTQ nondiscrimination policy in child 
welfare 
H4 (Prior Passage Hypothesis): The prior passage of pro-LGBTQ rights policy will be significantly, 
positively associated with the adoption of LGBTQ nondiscrimination policy in child welfare 
H5 (Religious Conservatism Hypothesis): The rate of Evangelicals will be significantly, negatively 
associated with the adoption of LGBTQ nondiscrimination policy in child welfare 
 
Policy diffusion literature also focuses on the mechanisms through which policies 
spread, including learning. Policy learning refers to policymakers observing the success and 
consequences of a policy in other jurisdictions, assessing those outcomes, and then deciding 
whether or not to adopt the policy.42 States learn from state and regional networks.34,36 This is 
measured by the proportion of surrounding states that have adopted the policy previously.42 
H6 (Diffusion Hypothesis): The adoption of LGBTQ nondiscrimination policy in child welfare by 
neighboring states will be significantly, positively associated with the adoption of LGBTQ 
nondiscrimination policy in child welfare 
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Research conducted by Barth and Parry demonstrate that each issue affecting the 
LGBTQ people is distinctive.43 Research from Taylor et. al. demonstrated that the diffusion of 
LGBTQ nondiscrimination policy was dependent upon the content of that policy.19 The internal 
determinants varied widely, including citizen ideology and partisanship of the legislature 
depending on what the nondiscrimination policy covered.19 For this reason, I seek to understand 
if there is a difference in factors affecting the diffusion of LGBTQ nondiscrimination policies in 
child welfare related to youth and adults. Therefore my hypothesis is:  
H7 (Differences in Determinants Hypothesis): The determinants of policy adoption of state LGBTQ 
inclusive nondiscrimination policy in child welfare are equivalent for youth and adults  
Methods 
 Most scholars commonly use event history analysis (EHA) to examine the 
determinants of policy adoption. There are several types of event history, including 
single policy and pooled policy models. Researchers use pooled event history analysis 
(PEHA) to evaluate the effects of variables across multiple policies in a single logistic 
regression. 44 Benefits of this technique include allowing the researcher to evaluate the average 
effect across policies. 44 The unit of analysis in the PEHA is policy-state-year and estimates a 
single set of parameters representing the average effect on policy adoption across the range of 
policies. 44 Focusing on a single set of parameters is advantageous rather than attempting to 
aggregate results from several different single policy models. 44 Another benefit is that the PEHA 
allows scholars to examine rarely adopted policies. The policy-specific EHA or single policy 
approach allows researchers to understand the unique determinants of a specific policy. 44 
When looking at a single policy a variable may be significant but is not in similar policies. 44 
When a policy is rare this may be prone to happen. Utilizing a PEHA also allows researchers to 
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leverage information about rarely adopted policies. 44 PEHA does have its limitations. Pooling 
policies into one model violates assumptions of homogeneity, meaning that because multiple 
policies have been compiled into a single model it is assumed that the variables affecting their 
diffusion are the same. 44 This is particularly concerning when policies from multiple areas are 
pooled. 44 A PEHA with policies from multiple issue areas may result in a biased analysis. 44 For 
example, a variable, such as divided government, may have a positive effect on adoption for 
some policies and a negative effect for others. A biased analysis could stem from more policies 
passing in a unified government. However, with this in mind it is less worrisome to utilize a PEHA 
model in a single-issue area, such as nondiscrimination in child welfare. In the case of this 
research, I believe the benefits of PEHA outweigh the limitations and have therefore utilized a 
pooled model to understand the determinants and diffusion on nondiscrimination policies in 
child welfare.  
I examined nondiscrimination policies that affected LGBTQ youth, LGBTQ foster parents, 
and LGBTQ adoptive parents. I obtained data from the Movement Advancement Project (MAP), 
an organization that tracks policy related to LGBTQ issues and from a search of the WestLaw 
Database. WestLaw is an online legal research services. I used this database to search for 
statutes and regulations relevant to LGBTQ individuals involved in the child welfare system. The 
search terms used were “sexual orientation” OR “gender identity”. This allowed me to include 
nondiscrimination statutes and regulation that protect individuals on the basis of sexual 
orientation only, gender identity only, or both. I cross-referenced the results of the WestLaw 
search with the policies from MAP. All policies were the same with the exception of Montana, 
Pennsylvania, and Virginia. I included policies from this search that MAP did not due to a coding 
difference in our methods. The government of Montana issued an executive order in 2008 that 
protected state employees and individuals that received government service, including child 
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welfare services, based on sexual orientation only. In 2016, the governor of Montana updated 
the order to include gender identity. The law in Pennsylvania only protects youth on the basis of 
sexual orientation if they are in a residential care facility, including group homes. Therefore, it 
was included in this research. Virginia passed their nondiscrimination protection in 2010 but 
repealed it in 2012. As they passed a policy at one point, I have included it in the dataset to 
understand how the determinants of that time affected the passage of the policy. I have 
included policy in statute, state regulation, executive order, and agency policy. This creates a 
comprehensive picture of policies pertaining to child welfare. I then coded policies based on 
whom they protected. Policy 1 protected adoptive parents based on sexual orientation and 
policy 2 covered adoptive parents based on gender identity. Policy 3 applied to foster parents 
based on sexual orientation and policy 4 applied to foster parents protected based on gender 
identity. Policy 5 and 6 covered youth based on sexual orientation and gender identity, 
respectively. A single policy could fall into each of these categories. For example, California 
passed a single policy in 2003 that protected youth and adults based on sexual orientation and 
gender identity. I then coded the policy into each of the above categories as it met the criteria 
for each one. The years examined were 1992-2020, with 1992 being the year of earliest 
adoption. Washington, D.C. was not included in this dataset as there is no data on many of the 
independent variables.  
 In both EHA and PEHA, the dependent variable is the adoption of the policies of interest 
as a binary variable. A one indicates the adoption of a policy and in a pooled model, a state is no 
longer considered eligible for adoption when they have adopted every policy in the model. In 
this case if a state adopts nondiscrimination policies protecting youth in child welfare 
enumerating sexual orientation and gender identity but have not adopted policies for adults 
they are still included in the model. If they were to adopt all six policies, they would drop out of 
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the dataset, as they are no longer at risk for adoption. A zero in this model indicates that they 
are eligible to adopt the policy.  
 Independent variables making up the internal determinants include citizen ideology, the 
percent of Democrats in the legislative chamber, divided government, prior passage of child 
welfare policies protecting sexual orientation only, religious conservatism, Democratic control of 
state legislature, and the prior passage of child welfare policies protecting youth only. These 
variables are important in morality policy and in LGBT diffusion literature. 19,34,36–41 Berry et. al. 
provided the citizen ideology variable in the revised citizen ideology 1960-2016 database. 45 The 
measure of citizen ideology averages the ideology scores for major party candidates, using 
weights that are proportional to each candidate’s share of support in their respective district. 45 
Thus the citizen ideology measure is the mean position on a liberal-conservative continuum. A 
higher score indicates that a state leans more liberal on the continuum and a lower score 
indicates a more conservative state. 45  
 I obtained the percent of Democrats in the legislative chambers using data obtained 
from the National Conference of State Legislatures and from data provided by Steve Rogers at 
Saint Louis University. The data provided was comprised of state legislative partisan 
compositions. I calculated percent Democrat by adding the number of Democrats in a particular 
state’s upper and lower legislative chambers then dividing by the total number of legislative 
members in both chambers and multiplying by 100. I defined Democratic control of the state 
legislature as the Democratic Party having the majority in both the upper and lower chambers. 
Ballotpedia provided party control data, which I then coded as a one in Democrats controlled 
the legislature and zero if the Republican Party had control or there was a split. 
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 Divided government is defined in this study by determining which major party 
(Democrat or Republican) has control of the legislative chambers and did not include the 
executive branch. For example, if Democrats had control of the senate and Republicans had 
control of the house then I considered the government divided for that year and coded it as a 
one. If the same party controlled both chambers, I considered the government unified and 
coded it as zero.  
The prior passage of sexual orientation only protections in child welfare I coded this as 
one if they passed before gender identity protections and zero if they had not. The same coding 
process applied to the prior passage of child welfare policies protecting youth only. I obtained 
this data from the Movement Advancement Project. 
In line with previous research, religious conservatism is measured using Evangelical 
rates as proxy. 19 I used data provided by the Association of Religious Data Archives to calculate 
the Evangelical rate. I calculated this by adding the total number of adherents together, dividing 
by the total population, and multiplying by 1,000. As the Archives only provide data every 10 
years, I used linear interpolation to fill in the remaining years. I obtained data to construct 
several more variables but they were not included in the final model as they predicted failure 
perfectly. These variables included the passage of broad and child welfare specific religious 
exemption laws, the prior passage of nondiscrimination protections unrelated to child welfare, 
and prior passage of policy protecting adults only.  
I expect that states with a higher percentage of Democrats, a unified government, prior 
passage of sexual orientation protections, liberal leaning citizen ideology, and low religious 
conservatism to be more likely to pass LGBTQ nondiscrimination policy related to both youth 
and adults. In order to make comparisons between adult and youth policies I ran the pooled 
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model with the condition that policies coded as adult were passed and then again with the 
condition that youth policies passed.  
Diffusion is the process through which policy is communicated between jurisdictions 
over time. This occurs if the probability adoption of a policy in one jurisdiction is influenced by 
the choices of other jurisdictions in that system. 33 For example, if California adopted child 
welfare nondiscrimination policies it may influence the adoption of these policies by their 
neighboring states, such as Nevada or Oregon. I modeled this external determinant by using a 
measure of the proportion of neighboring states that have previously adopted the policies in 
question. As policy diffusion is also occurring over time, I have included time as the final external 
determinant. I calculated time as the number of years since the first policy was adopted by the 
first state. For example, if the first adoption of nondiscrimination protections for adoptive 
parents based on sexual orientation by a state was in 1992 and the next was in 1995 time would 
be 3 years.  
Results  
Table 1 shows the odds ratios and 95% confidence intervals of all three logistic 
regression models run in this study. Model 1 is a pooled event history analysis of all six child 
welfare nondiscrimination policy categories. These nondiscrimination policies include protection 
in the adoption based on sexual orientation, adoption protection based on gender identity, 
foster parent protection based on sexual orientation, foster parent protection based on gender 
identity, protections for youth in the child welfare system based on sexual orientation, and 
youth protections based on gender identity. Model 2 is a PEHA of all policies pertaining to 
youth. Model 3 contains the adoption and foster policies.   
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Citizen ideology depicts the ideology of a state along a liberal-conservative continuum 
with a higher number indicating a more liberal ideology. In Model 1 and Model 3, citizen 
ideology had a significant effect on the adoption of child welfare nondiscrimination policies. As a 
state becomes more liberal by one unit, there is a 5% increase in the odds in policy adoption. 
Policy diffusion literature has demonstrated that citizen ideology is an important factor in the 
spread of morality policy as well as an important factor in LGBTQ rights policy specifically.19,34 
This evidence supports the Citizen Ideology Hypothesis and is in line with previous literature. 
However, citizen ideology was not significant and had no effect on the odds of adoption of 
policy that protected youth only (Model 2).  
 Democratic control of the state legislature and the percent of Democrats in the 
legislature, much like citizen ideology, has been proven important in the passage of 
LGBTQ rights policy. 19,37 In all three models Democratic control is significantly associated with 
the odds of policy adoption. A state legislature under Democratic control increased the odds of 
adoption by approximately 15 times in Model 1, 10 times in Model 2, and 27 times in Model 3. 
Interestingly, the percent of Democrats in the legislative chambers did not have a significant 
effect on the odds of policy adoption in any of the three models. Democratic control and the 
percent of Democrats in the state legislature are highly correlated so the effect of the percent of 
Democrats may be caught by Democratic control in these models. Therefore, the evidence 
supports the Democratic Control Hypothesis but not the Percent Party Hypothesis. In Models 1 
and 3, the odds of adoption are 62% and 80% lower when the state legislative chambers are 
divided. This is a significant effect. The youth model (Model 2) shoed no significant effect when 
there was a divided government.  
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 Taylor et. al. demonstrated that the prior passage of LGBTQ nondiscrimination policy is 
associated with the passage of additional nondiscrimination policy. 19 The variables indicating 
the passage of LGBTQ nondiscrimination policy in arenas other than child welfare predicted 
failure perfectly and thus I dropped them from the final models. However, the odds of adoption 
increased by 30 times, 13 times, and 80 times in Models 1 through 3, respectively when states 
previously adopted child welfare nondiscrimination policies that protected youth and adults 
based on sexual orientation only. The previous adoption of child welfare nondiscrimination 
policy protecting youth only was significant only in Model 2. In Model 3, youth policy predicted 
failure perfectly and therefore dropped from the third model. This demonstrates the previous 
adoption of youth policy significantly affected the odds of adopting further policy protecting 
youth, but did not have an effect on the adoption of policy protecting adults. The odds of 
adoption increased by 31 times with the previous adoption of youth only policies. Note that the 
confidence intervals, seen in Table 1, for this variable are extremely wide. This is because the 
sample size is relatively small, as states rarely adopt these policies, with only 1% of observations 
being an adoption and 83% being no adoption. The remaining 16% are “missing” as they have 
dropped out of the data set after an adoption. While I find support for the Prior Passage 
Hypothesis, I accept it with caution.  
 In this study, as in several others, Evangelical rate is a proxy measure for religious 
conservatism. 19 It is expected to be associated negatively with the adoption of child welfare 
nondiscrimination policies. 19,39–41 In all three models there was no significant association 
between the odds of policy adoption and the rate of Evangelicals. This contradicts previous 
literature of the diffusion of LGBTQ rights policy and therefore there is no evidence supporting 
the Religious Conservatism Hypothesis.  
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 In the line with the literature, I measured the diffusion as the proportion of neighboring 
states that have adopted the policy in question. Neighboring models assume that governments 
are influenced by jurisdictions that share a border. 33 Therefore, these models hypothesize the 
probability that a state government will adopt a policy is positively correlated with the 
proportion of neighboring states that have already adopted it. 33 In Models 1 and 2, diffusion 
had no significant effect on the odds of adopting child welfare nondiscrimination policy. This 
indicates that even as neighboring states adopted the policies and they are successful it does 
not influence the odds of policy adoption for a state. For example, California and Nevada 
adopting nondiscrimination policy had no significant influence on Utah’s adoption of 
nondiscrimination policy. In the adult policy model (Model 3), diffusion was dropped as it 
predicted failure perfectly. This shows that diffusion is relevant to the adoption of adult policy 
but because it was so highly correlated with the adoption of these policies, I cannot determine 
the significance diffusion has. Therefore, I find no evidence supporting the Diffusion Hypothesis 
in Models 1 and 2 and cannot state the significance of diffusion in Model 3. Time, however did 
prove to have a significant effect in each of these models. In Mode 1, with each of the six 
policies, the odds of adoption increased by 13% with each additional year since the first child 
welfare nondiscrimination policies passed. In Models 2 and 3, the passing of each additional 
year increased the odds by 16% and 13%, respectively. This shows that while diffusion did not 
have a significant effect on the odds of policy adoption for most models, time did.  
 Literature on the diffusion of LGBTQ rights policy has shown that the internal 
determinants differ based on the content of the policy. 19 I sought to understand if that holds 
true in child welfare policy and if there was a difference in determinants between policy 
protecting youth and adults. Model 2 and 3 had three significant determinants in common 
including Democratic control and the prior passage of child welfare policies based on sexual 
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orientation only. Time, while an external determinant was significant for youth and adult policy 
as well. Citizen ideology and divided government were significant only for policy protecting 
adults. The only additional variable that proved to be significant for the diffusion of policy 
protecting youth was the prior passage of child welfare policy solely protecting youth. This 
variable along with diffusion could not be included in the adult model because it predicted 
failure perfectly. While there are several variables in common between the two models, there 
are differences in the determinants effecting diffusion of these policies. This adds to the 
literature stating that LGBTQ policy diffusion differs based on the content of the policy because 
it shows that even policy in the same area can diffuse differently based on the content. Thus, 
there is evidence that contradicts the Difference in Determinants Hypothesis.  
Table 1: Logistic Regression of Policy Adoption on Internal and External Determinants and 
Diffusion of States from 1992-2020 
 Model 1 (All Policies)  Model 2 (Youth 
Policies) 
 Model 3 (Adult 
Policies) 
Determinant Odds 
Ratio 
95% CI  Odds 
Ratio 
95% CI  Odds 
Ratio 
95% 
Citizen 
Ideology 
1.05** 1.01-1.01  1.05 0.91-1.10  1.05** 1.00-
1.11 
% Democrat 1.01 0.97-1.04  1.01 0.97-1.05  1.00 0.97-
1.04 
Evangelical 
Rate 
0.95 0.85-1.06  0.95 0.85-1.08  0.93 0.81-
1.06 
Divided 
Government 
0.38** 0.17-0.86  0.48 0.17-1.35  0.20** 0.08-
0.49 
SO Only 29.89** 10.58-
84.43 
 13.96** 3.81-
51.15 
 79.66** 24.82-
255.64 
Youth Only 0.82 0.17-3.92  31.47** 3.85-
257.53 
 -- -- 
Democratic 
Control 
14.90** 0.00-1.13  10.41** 2.98-
36.39 
 26.56** 4.48-
157.58 
Diffusion 0.02 0.00-1.62  0.01 0.00-1.03  -- -- 
Time 1.14** 1.09-1.18  1.16** 1.10-1.22  1.13** 1.08-
1.20 
   **significant at p<.05; table reports odds ratios and 95% confidence intervals to 2 decimal 
points; Model 3 omitted Youth Only and Diffusion because they predicted failure perfectly for 
foster and adoption nondiscrimination policies; SO Only is the prior passage of child welfare 
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nondiscrimination policies that protect based sexual orientation only; Youth Only is the prior 
passage of child welfare nondiscrimination policies that apply to youth only; See Appendix C for 
code book  
Implications 
 Implications for Policy Adoption. Much of policy diffusion research focuses on 
geographic proximity but that is not the only factor that influences the spread of policy. 
This is of particular importance when discussing morality policy as this research 
demonstrates the internal determinants are often decisive factors in the diffusion of 
these policies. 19 LGBTQ nondiscrimination policy falls under the umbrella of morality policy. 
The results from this study indicate the importance of internal determinants in the adoption of 
child welfare nondiscrimination policies. Given that neighboring state diffusion is not 
significantly affecting the odds of adoption, it is important for policymakers and advocates to 
look at states other than their neighbors as sources of learning.  
 Not all policies diffuse in the same way. The content and characteristics of these policies 
matter. 19,46 This is of particular importance for policymakers and advocates who wish to expand 
nondiscrimination policies protecting LGBTQ individuals who are involved in the child welfare 
system. Those who wish to expand youth related policy might pay attention to different 
determinants than if they were to expand foster or adoption related policy. For example, paying 
attention to the composition of state legislatures and citizen ideology may be more important 
for an organization advocating for the expansion of foster parent nondiscrimination policy 
rather than other determinants if focusing on youth policy. While these are certainly not the 
only factors that would influence the adoption of a policy, it has the potential to be a starting 
point for advocates. They could work to flip seats to Democratic candidates as we have seen 
that Democratic control has a significant effect on policy adoption.  
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 Significance for MCH. Discrimination is based in prejudice and negative beliefs and 
stereotypes that individuals hold about a group of people. 47 This discrimination is at the root of 
minority stress, which is chronic and socially based. 25 Minority stress adds to the experience of 
general stress and is unique prejudice directed toward a minority group, including LGBTQ 
individuals. 24 Someone may hold multiple marginalized identities and the varying aspects of 
those identities affect the way in which individuals internalize minority stress. 25,48 Stress has a 
direct impact on health, and minority stress is no different. It can lead to an increased risk of 
depression, suicidal ideation, anxiety, substance use disorder, and physical health outcomes 
such as asthma. 24 Youth in child welfare experience stress related to the circumstances that 
brought about their involvement in child welfare. LGBTQ system involved youth experience 
additional stress related to their identities, leading to unique stressors such as increased risk for 
placement instability, which in turn increases risk for negative mental health outcomes. 29,30 
 The Social-Ecological Model (SEM) demonstrates that people do not live in a vacuum. 
Each aspect of the environment we live in effects our health including the individual, 
relationship, community, and societal. Models typically depict this as concentric circles with 
individual being the smallest and societal as the outermost circle. Simply put this means that 
each layer of the model influences and affects the others, ultimately affecting health. 
Nondiscrimination policies are in the societal layer of the SEM. Studies have found that LGB 
individuals who live in states with no protections. 49 This implies LGB individuals in states with 
legal protections are experiencing less stress and thus rating their health higher.  
 Resilience is often discussed in terms of individuals, but communities can be resilient as 
well. Resilience is being able to “survive and thrive” in the face of stress. 24 Community resilience 
is “how communities further the [capacity] of individuals to develop and sustain well-being.” 24 I 
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posit that nondiscrimination laws are essential to LGBTQ community resilience and work to 
combat adverse outcomes of minority stress. Nondiscrimination policies make up some of the 
intangible resources that comprise community-level resilience. 24 The mechanism through which 
this may happen is discussed in policy feedback literature. Policies can influence attitudes and 
beliefs that then influence the level of minority stress LGBTQ individuals and communities face. 
21,22,49 Maternal and child health officials, policymakers, and advocates should not underestimate 
the importance of nondiscrimination policies in addressing public health issues at the outermost 
level of the social-ecological model. 
Conclusion 
 Internal determinants significantly influence the odds of LGBTQ child welfare 
nondiscrimination policy adoption, which is in line with morality policy literature. Policy content 
is a factor in which determinants play a role in diffusion. Youth policy is uniquely affected by the 
prior passage of child welfare nondiscrimination policy that protect youth only. Citizen ideology 
and divided government are determinants that uniquely affect adult policy. Youth and adult 
policies are influenced by Democratic control, time, and the prior passage of protection based 
on sexual orientation only. These findings are consistent with previous literature, but add that 
we should be paying attention to the content of policy in the same area as the determinants 
influencing adoption can vary.  
 This study had several limitations. PEHA violates assumptions of heterogeneity meaning 
that when policies are pooled into a single model the assumption is that determinants 
influencing diffusion are the same across all policies. Child welfare nondiscrimination policy 
adoption is rare. Thus, I was unable to test every independent variable I initially set out to test, 
namely the passage of prior nondiscrimination policies outside the child welfare arena. 
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However, when policies in the same area are pooled it prevents scholars from making 
assumptions across various models. The adoption of all of these policies is incredibly rare, while 
PEHA overcomes some of this issue by pooling all six policies into a single model this is still a 
limitation. The rarity of these policies also means that sample size is an issue in this study as 
well.  
 This study also has several implications for future research. Models 2 and 3 
demonstrated that the content of policy, even in the same policy area could be affected by 
different determinants. What this tells us about the potential interactions between policy 
development and the child welfare system is important. It demonstrates that shifts in the 
composition or other internal governmental forces effects the policy by which the system abides 
by. This also has theoretical implications for about the role of previous adoptions. In this case, 
previous adoptions in child welfare were significant, but previous LGBTQ nondiscrimination 
policy adoptions outside child welfare were not. This may tell us that in rare adoption situations 
the previous policies in that arena may be the most relevant. Methodologically this tells us that 
when designing studies, particularly pooled event histories, we should consider that even 
policies in the same arena can have different determinants based on who the policy impacts. 
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Appendices 
Appendix A: Year Child Welfare Nondiscrimination and Religious Exemption Policies Passed 
State Adoption 
ND (SO) 
Adoption ND 
(GI) 
Foster 
ND (SO) 
Foster 
ND (GI) 
Youth 
ND 
(SO) 
Youth 
ND (GI) 
Broad 
Religious 
Exemption 
Targeted 
Religious 
Exemption 
AL       1999 2017 
AK       1999  
AZ   2016    2015  
AR         
CA 2003 2003 2003 2003 2003 2003   
CO 2008 2008 2008 2008 2008 2008   
CT 2004 2004 2004 2004 2004 2004 1993  
DE 2009 2013 2009 2013 2009 2012   
FL     2016 2016 1998  
GA         
HI 2014 2014 2014 2014 2014 2014   
ID     2015 2015 2000  
IL 2017 2017 2017 2017 2015 2015 1998  
IN 2010  2010  2010 2013 2015  
IA 2007 2007 2007 2007 2007 2007   
KS       2013 2018 
KY       2013  
LA     2011  2010  
ME 2005 2005 2005 2005 2005 2005   
MD 2001 2014 2001 2014 2001 2014   
MA 2000 2011 2000 2011 1994 2009   
MI* 2009 2009 2009  2009 2009  2015 
MN 2008 2008 2008 2008 2003 2008   
MS     2011 2011 2014 2016 
MO 2006  2006  2006  2004  
MT 2008 2016 2008 2016 2008 2016   
NE**        1995 
NV 2002 2011 2009 2011 2009 2011   
NH 1997 2017 1997 1997 1997 2017   
NJ 1992 2003 1992 2003 1992 2006   
NM 2003 2003 2003 2003 2009 2009 2000  
NY 2013 2013 2013 2013 2008 2008   
NC         
ND     2010   2003 
OH 2015  2015  2014     
OK     2019 2019 2008 2018 
OR 2007 2007 2007 2007 2007 2007   
PA     2000  2002  
RI 1995 2001 1995 2001 1995 2001 1993  
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SC       1999 2018 
SD 2014 2014 2014 2014 2014 2014  2017 
TN 2014 2014 2014 2014 2014 2014 2009 2020 
TX       1999 2017 
UT     2013 2013   
VT 2009 2009 2009 2009 2009 2009   
VA** 2010  2010  2010  2007 2012 
WA 2006 2006 2006 2006 2006 2006   
WV 2017 2019 2017 2019 2001 2019   
WI   2002  2008    
WY     2013    
 
Appendix B: Logit Models  
Model 1: PEHA of all 6 child welfare nondiscrimination policies 
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Model 2: PEHA of Youth Policies 
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Model 3: PEHA of Adult Policies 
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Appendix C: Code Book 
Variable Definition Code 
policy_adopt Policy adopted (pooled 
model). Included all 6 policies 
0 = state had not adopted 
policy 1= state adopted policy 
. = dropped out of data set 
because no longer eligible to 
adopt policy 
adult_pol Policy adopted (pooled 
model). Only includes adoptive 
and foster policies (sexual 
orientation and gender 
identity) 
0 = state had not adopted 
policy 1= state adopted policy 
. = dropped out of data set 
because no longer eligible to 
adopt policy 
child_pol Policy adopted (pooled 
model). Only includes youth 
policies (sexual orientation and 
gender identity) 
0 = state had not adopted 
policy 1= state adopted policy 
. = dropped out of data set 
because no longer eligible to 
adopt policy 
Policy Policy #; indicates which policy 
was adopted 
1 = adoption policy (sexual 
orientation) 2 = adoption 
policy (gender identity) 3 = 
foster policy (sexual 
orientation) 4 = foster policy 
(gender identity) 5 = youth 
policy (sexual orientation) 6 = 
youth policy (gender identity) 
Adopt_SO Adoption non-discrimination 
policy that protects 
adoptive/prospective adoptive 
parents on the bases of sexual 
orientation 
 
. = no longer eligible to adopt 
policy 0 = no policy 1= 
adopted policy 
 
Adopt_GI Adoption non-discrimination 
policy that protects 
adoptive/prospective adoptive 
parents on the bases of gender 
identity, gender expression, or 
gender identity and expression 
 
. = no longer eligible to adopt 
policy 0 = no policy 1= 
adopted policy 
 
Foster_SO Non-discrimination policy that 
protects foster/prospective 
foster parents on the bases of 
sexual orientation 
 
. = no longer eligible to adopt 
policy 0 = no policy 1= 
adopted policy 
 
Foster_GI Non-discrimination policy that 
protects foster/prospective 
foster parents on the bases of 
gender identity, gender 
. = no longer eligible to adopt 
policy 0 = no policy 1= 
adopted policy 
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expression, or gender identity 
and expression 
 
Youth_SO Non-discrimination policy that 
protects youth involved in the 
child welfare system on the 
bases of sexual orientation 
 
. = no longer eligible to adopt 
policy 0 = no policy 1= 
adopted policy 
 
Youth_GI Non-discrimination policy that 
protects youth involved in the 
child welfare system on the 
bases of gender identity, 
gender expression, or gender 
identity and expression 
 
. = no longer eligible to adopt 
policy 0 = no policy 1= 
adopted policy 
 
State State in the US (all 50 in 
dataset) 
State abbreviation (e.g. NC = 
North Carolina) 
year Years included in the data set 
(begins 1992; ends 2020) 
Four digit year 
Citizen Ideology  mean position on a liberal-
conservative continuum of the 
active electorate in a state for 
given year 
 
 
Dem The percent of democrats in 
the legislative chamber for 
given year 
 
Evangelical Rate The rate of Evangelical 
Christians in the state per 1000 
persons; proxy measure for 
religious conservatism 
 
 
Divided Govt state legislative chambers are 
controlled by different parties 
(does not include the 
governor's office) 
 
0 = unified government 
1 = divided government 
. = missing/unicameral 
government  
Note: NE has unicameral 
government 
SO_only state has previously passed 
LGBTQ non-discrimination 
child welfare policy that 
protects on the basis of sexual 
orientation only 
 
0 = no policy adopted 1 = 
policy adopted 
 
youth_only state has previously passed 
LGBTQ non-discrimination 
child welfare policy that 
0 = no policy adopted 1 = 
policy adopted 
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protects youth only 
 
regdif Proportion of neighboring 
states that adopted the policy 
 
year_adopt Year the indicated policy was 
adopted 
Four digit year 
time Year – year_adopt; amount of 
time passed since the adoption 
of first policy (e.g. if first foster 
policy was passed in 2001 and 
want to calculate time for NJ 
then 2003-2001 gives you 
time) 
 
DemControl Democratic party had control 
over both chambers of the 
state legislature 
0 = Republican Control or split 
1 = Democratic Control 
. = missing/unicameral  
Note: NE has unicameral 
government 
 
 
 
 
 
 
